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STANFORD, CLAUDIA
PAGE 1 OF 1

Hello, my name is Claudia Stanford.  I live in Amarillo, Texas
and I heard on the news that we could comment at this
number about our feelings on the possible ability of a
plutonium pit disassembly plant being located here at
Pantex.  And I just wanted to express my feelings that I’m
opposed to this and hope that this is placed somewhere else
and feel as though it poses too much a threat to the Ogalala
Aquifer.  And just appreciate the opportunity to be able to
express my feelings to you.

1

PD018–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex.  Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes impacts to the environment
(including contamination to the Ogallala aquifer) due to construction and
normal operation of a pit conversion facility at Pantex.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based upon
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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MD083–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex.  It is true that this would be the first consolidated facility
for accomplishing surplus plutonium disposition on a large scale.  However,
the processes are not entirely new; many are in use at LANL and LLNL.
DOE has recently started a pit disassembly and conversion demonstration
project at LANL, where the processes will be further tested and additional
data pertinent to future operations developed.  As shown in Section 2.18,
Table 2–4 includes a summary of the environmental impacts by alternative.
Alternative 5 shows that the impacts associated with operating the pit
conversion facility at Pantex would likely be minor.  The estimated dose to
the public from radiological emissions (e.g., americium, tritium, and
plutonium) would be 0.58 person-rem/yr, which would result in an increase
of 2.9x10-3 LCFs over the 10-year operating life of the facility.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the storage of
plutonium pits at Pantex.  DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of
pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to
address plutonium storage requirements.  DOE has addressed some of the
commentor’s concerns in an environmental review concerning the
repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container.  This evaluation is
documented in the Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components—AL–R8 Sealed
Insert Container (August 1998).  This document is on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.  Based on this supplement analysis, the decision
was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL–R8 sealed insert container
and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the AT–400A container.

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits in
AL–R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.18
and Appendix L.5.1.

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the
Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and
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PAGE 2 OF 2

Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225,
November 1996).  DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits
in Zone 4 at Pantex for long-term storage.  An appropriate environmental
review will be conducted when the specific proposal for this change has
been developed; addressing, for example, whether additional magazines need
to be air-conditioned.  The analysis in this SPD EIS assumes that the surplus
pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with the ROD for the Storage and
Disposition PEIS.

MD083–2 Water Resources

Analyses presented in Sections 2.18 and 4.26.3.2.2, respectively, indicate
that there would be no discernible impacts on water quality or to the human
health of nearby residents from normal operation of the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex.
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MD008

TEXAS, LIEUTENANT  GOVERNOR
HONORABLE  BOB BULLOCK
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

MD008–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Lieutenant Governor’s support for siting the pit
conversion facility at Pantex.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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TEXAS A&M U NIVERSITY
JOHN M. SWEETEN
PAGE 1 OF 5
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TXD49–1 Alternatives

DOE presented its preferred alternative for siting the immobilization and
MOX facilities in the SPD Draft EIS.  However, these are only preferences,
not decisions.  The only alternatives that have been eliminated at this time
are those in which the immobilization facility was proposed for
Building 221–F at SRS.  It was determined that the amount of space required
for the immobilization facility would be significantly larger than originally
planned.  These new space requirements mean that the annex in
Building   221–F would be similar in size and environmental impacts to a new
immobilization facility at SRS.  Therefore, this SPD EIS only presents the
alternatives involving a completely new immobilization facility at SRS.  DOE
will announce its decision regarding facility siting in the SPD EIS ROD.

TXD49–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the No Action Alternative,
analysis of which is required under NEPA.  Section 2.5 indicates that the No
Action Alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need for the proposed
action because DOE’s disposition decisions in the Storage and Disposition
PEIS ROD would not be implemented.  As indicated in Section 1.6, DOE has
identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing both
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approach
by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity for
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

TXD49–3 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusion that the surplus plutonium
disposition activities could be conducted in an environmentally
secure manner.
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TXD49–4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges and appreciates the commentor’s offer.

TXD49–5 Socioeconomics

Appendix J discusses food production analyses for potential radiological
doses in counties near each of the candidate sites.  Doses received via the
ingestion pathways were then used in the dose assessment to the population
at each specific site.  The potential impacts on prime farmlands are evaluated
in the Geology and Soils discussions in Chapter 4 of Volume I.  According to
the environmental analysis presented in this SPD EIS, neither construction
nor normal operation of the proposed facilities should have an impact on the
agricultural economy surrounding the candidate sites.

TXD49–6 Alternatives

The alternatives cited by the commentor cannot be removed as reasonable
alternatives from this SPD EIS because DOE has not yet decided on an
alternative for the disposition of surplus plutonium.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response TXD49–1.

TXD49–7 Water Resources

As described in Section 3.4.7.1.1, no streams or rivers flow through Pantex
although a number of playas at Pantex hold water after precipitation events.
The closest river is the Canadian River 27 km (17 mi) north of Pantex.
Although other sites have rivers running through or near them, the analyses
presented in Section 4.26 indicate that there would be no discernible impact
on surface waters.

TXD49–8 Socioeconomics

Appendixes J.1.1.3, J.2.1.3, J.3.1.3, and J.4.1.3 discuss incident-free (normal)
releases of radioactivity from the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities to the food production chain for each of the candidate sites.  The
food grid was used in the assessment of doses to the population of each
candidate site via the ingestion pathway.  However, surplus plutonium
disposition activities would be limited to each candidate site boundary and

TEXAS A&M U NIVERSITY
JOHN M. SWEETEN
PAGE 2 OF 5
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11

10

12

13

14

15

should not impact the soil used for agriculture and farming in adjacent regions.
Any impacts to the surrounding areas would be within Federal, State, and
local regulatory limits.  Based on the analysis in this SPD EIS, there should be
no impact on the agricultural lands surrounding the sites from the construction
or normal operation of the proposed facilities.

TXD49–9 Socioeconomics

This comment is addressed in response TXD49–5.

TXD49–10 Water Resources

Section 3.4.7.2.1 reflects that Pantex is in Panhandle Groundwater District 3.

TXD49–11 Socioeconomics

This comment is addressed in responses TXD49–5, TXD49–8, and 
TXD49–10.

TXD49–12 Air Quality and Noise

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusion that air quality, waste
management, human health, and water resource impacts at Pantex for
Alternative 4A would likely be minor.

TXD49–13 Socioeconomics

Although Appendix F and Appendix G do not specifically address agricultural
production practices, the potential impact to human health from the
consumption of agricultural products is addressed in Appendixes J.1.1.3,
J.2.1.3, J.3.1.3, and J.4.1.3.  This analysis includes consideration of potential
contamination of agricultural products and livestock, and consumption of
these products by persons living within an 80 km (50 mi) radius of each of
the candidate sites.

TXD49–14 Facility Accidents

Appendix F is actually an overview of accident analysis methods.  Detailed
development of the consequences of hypothesized accidents can be found
in Appendix K and a discussion of dispersion modeling and particulate
redistribution is included in Appendix J.

TEXAS A&M U NIVERSITY
JOHN M. SWEETEN
PAGE 3 OF 5
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TXD49–15 Socioeconomics

Land use at Pantex is discussed in Section 4.26.3.5.  It was concluded that
because the environmental impacts associated with operating or constructing
the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex would likely
be minor, there would be little if any impact on the surrounding land.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response TXD49–13.

TEXAS A&M U NIVERSITY
JOHN M. SWEETEN
PAGE 4 OF 5
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TXD49–16 Socioeconomics

This SPD EIS is tiered from the Storage and Disposition PEIS.  The agricultural
data used to model radiation doses to the public were based on
the 1987 U.S. Census of Agriculture for the four candidate sites.  These
data are not reprinted in this SPD EIS but were made available to the public
as a reference to the Storage and Disposition PEIS.  The reference cited
in the Storage and Disposition PEIS is Health Risk Data for Storage and
Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (HNUS, October 1996).

TXD49–17 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that the radiological impact
assessments may not take into account doses from plutonium releases;
transience considerations; effects on field grain crops, forage, and animals;
and contamination pathways other than direct ingestion.

The assessments were performed using the GENII–II computer program,
as discussed in Appendix F.10 and expanded on in Appendix J.  The source
terms in the assessments include the various plutonium isotopes released
to the environment.  All possible dosage pathways were evaluated: external
exposure from finite atmospheric plumes, inhalation, internal exposure from
consumption of food and inadvertent intake of soils, and external exposure
from contaminated soils.  Transience considerations would only marginally
affect the results.

It is generally acknowledged that if humans were protected from radiation
impacts, other biota would also be protected.  Evidence from Effects of
Ionizing Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current
Radiation Protection Standards (IAEA Technical Report Series 332, 1992)
indicates that chronic doses below 0.1 rad/day (36.5 rad/yr) do not harm
animals or plant populations.  Since doses to humans from all pathways
combined would be maintained below 0.1 rem/yr (DOE Order 5400.5),
which is less than 0.1 rad/yr, it is highly probable that doses delivered to
plants and animals would be less than 0.1 rad/day.  Therefore, no radiological
damage to plant and animal populations would be expected as the result of
surplus plutonium disposition activities.

TEXAS A&M U NIVERSITY
JOHN M. SWEETEN
PAGE 5 OF 5
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FD107

TEXAS AFL-CIO
JOE D. GUNN ET AL .
PAGE 1 OF 3

1

FD107–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred
for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing missions
and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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TXD41

TEXAS BUILDING  AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL
GALE  VAN HOY
PAGE 1 OF 2

1

TXD41–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Pantex.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses
(including analyses of transportation risks), technical and cost reports,
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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HONORABLE  JOHN SMITHEE
PAGE 1 OF 2

MD010

1

2

3

MD010–1 DOE Policy

DOE has and will continue to make health, safety, and environmental issues
a matter of utmost importance in the planning and conduct of all nuclear
operations, including the disposition of surplus plutonium.  This SPD EIS
shows that the impact of properly implementing the proposed action at Pantex
would have no major effect on the health, safety, and environment in the
Amarillo area.

MD010–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Representative’s support for siting the MOX facility
at Pantex.  As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility
because this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of
existing infrastructure and staff expertise.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS.  Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this EIS,
this comment has been forwarded to the cost analysis team for response.
The cost report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-
Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999),
which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred
alternative, are available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and
in the public reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex,
SRS and Washington, D.C.

MD010–3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Representative’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses (including analyses of
transportation risks), technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.



C
o

m
m

e
n

t D
o

cu
m

e
n

ts a
n

d
 R

e
sp

o
n

se
s—

Texa
s

3
–

1
0

0
3

TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HONORABLE JOHN SMITHEE
PAGE 2 OF 2

MD010

3



S
u

rp
lu

s P
lu

to
n

iu
m

 D
isp

o
sitio

n
 F

in
a

l E
nviro

n
m

e
n

ta
l Im

p
a

ct S
ta

te
m

e
n

t

3
–

1
0

0
4

TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HONORABLE  DAVID  SWINFORD
PAGE 1 OF 1

TXD40

1

TXD40–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Representative’s support for siting the proposed pit
conversion facility at Pantex, as well as the observations regarding broad
political and community support.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel
Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the
surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for
weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that
exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.

This SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated
with implementing the proposed activities at the candidate sites.  The
results of these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and
summarized in Section 2.18, demonstrate that the activities would likely
have minor impacts at any of those sites, including Pantex.  Incident-free
(normal) releases of radioactivity from the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities to the food production chain are explained for
each site in Appendix J.  Current and future operations at the candidate
sites should not impact the soil used for agriculture and farming in any
of the regions adjacent to these sites.


